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REMARKS 

Reeonsiderailoo :inJ a;l-w\aucc in view oS ux too^oiug amendment and the 
following re-narks ore respectfully requested. 

Rejection «f Claims 1-3, 7. 9-13, .15-30. 54-54 and 56-57 Undto- 35 U.S.C 3102<e» 

Ti.S.C. § 102(e) a? being anticipated by Beyda et a!. (U.S. Patent No. 0,487,277.* ("Bevda et 
ah"). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and submits that .Beyda et ai. fail to teach 
eadi limitation of the claims a? asserted in the Office Action. 

We first turn to claim I. The Office Actio!- averts on page 2 that Beyda ei ah teach a 

v. «\.juMn'\v. >'i mpu <% ^o t u> at s v. ^s ,)\ 
2^-37. Isi f.his portion of Beyda et ah, they leach a navigation approach So a menu system. 
Starting at column 8, line 5, they Introduce approaches to navigating a menu with various 
prompt messages. They introduce a concept of levels of prompts w {thin the menu system. 
For example. Figure 3 illustrates thai alter the welcome ptornpt 2»2 and a first row of 
prompts 204. Wkhiri box 204a Is shown ( L'O, which represents prompt level land the first 
prompt h- thst level. Thus, box 204C includes (1.3s which represents prompt 3 in level I, 
(20rsA to 206C and 208A to 208C are in prompt levd 2 with prompts 1-6;. Row 210 shews 
21 OA -2 10C with prompt level 3 having three different prompts. As east be appreciated. 
Figure 3 shows the prompt levels in the menu. Turning to the portion cited in the Oitice 
Action, we note that lines 29-3? of column 8 (each that if the user is at prompt level 3 but 
wishes to return 10 prompt level L the user may press (*, I) or say "back, F* to return to 
prompt level ; . in this case, the user will be presented with prompt 204 A. Thc> teach an 
alternative approach: in which the system ear- be configured such thai the user may return 
backwards a predetermined number of levels according to- the user input. For example, the 
user ma.v press * followed by a 2 or say "back 2" In order to return from prompt level 3 im to 
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N ^ v * v. Vv,f< ^\<crt- feat this is the equivalent of a recognizer that spots 
one of a plurality of meaningful purases in an Input communication of the user including 
verbal input arid non-verbal input. Applicant respectfulh traverses this analysis and notes 
that the input provided related to jumping up or down prompt levels h not appropriately 
equated with "meaningful phrases'" in claim i . Furthermore, it is clear that what is taught In 
this portion ofBeyda ei al. relates to the u,ser either using a keypad to provide input such as a 
i*) fbllosved by a l,a {*) followed by a 2 or providing simple verbal input such »s "back F' 
or "back Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that what is taught is not a 
combination of verbal input and non-verbal input, hut rather verbal input or non-verbal input. 
Accordingly, this feature is ru't taught Cor several reasons by Beyda et al. 

Next, the Office Action equates die recitation of each of the plurality of meaningful 
phrases having an association with at least one of a predetermined set of task objectives with 
the teachings in column V. line 65 - column 10, line 17. Applicant respectfully traverses this 
analysis and submits that again the reference teaches how a user ear! interact with a system 
that presents a series or a sequence of prompts in a standard order. At any stage along this 
dialog, the user may select a prompt by speech or keypad trniry at step 406. This step is 
shown in Figure 5. The user's selection of a prompt may include skipping to a prompt at 
another level as discussed above or another prompt within the .same level or it 5 nay include 
proceeding through the prompts in a standard rash ion. Beyda et al. further teach that in either 
ease the CPU records the selection and associates whit the user's identification -lumber in 
step 408. The user is then navigated to the appropriate level at step 410 whereupon the user 
makes a desired selection ;n step 412. The CPU then performs the desired function and 
records the tma! selection In step 414. If the user has not already done so, the user may store 
an identification code in step 4 16 which the CPU will store for later use. The next time the 
user logs In fo the system the user will be given the option of selecting the recorded 
destination path as described above Applicant respectfully submits that tills portion of 



Beyda et a!. rail to teach that each of the plurality of meaningful phrases has an association 
with, at feast one of a predetermined set of task objectives. Thus is not taught tor .several 
reasons. First, as discussed above, the user of input such as * i or back 1 cannot be 
interpreted as the same type of input as a meaningful phrase that is input by the user that 
includes verbal input Md non-verbal input. Again, this portion of Beyda ei ah, similar to the 
portion in column 8, only teaches either speech input or keypad entry. Next, there is simply 
no reference to a predetermined set of tasks objectives. What is taught is storing a user 
identification code which the next time the user logs into the system the user may be given an 
option of selecting the recorded destination path as described above. The destination path is 
s v .jpS a ;\uh ^\>\o -^\o 'Ve> shortc*. f<-< xn± uses \ sh.r* eiorv^s Ci .1 Ji* ocjo a:vt*tt r 
level. Accordingly, what is taught, by Beyda ei al. is that the user's selection of a prompt 
skipping input -nay simply be saved in memory and retrieved based on the user's 
iuc'itukatio ; c>\k- v later usai;*. \pp!icant -espectfuih sohrits that there is nothing in this 
portion of Beyda et a), that identities an association of each of a plurality of meaningful 
phrases with at least one of a predetermined set of task objectives. 

Next, the Office Action equates the step of the limitation in claim 1 of a task classifier 
that makes a classification decision based at least partly on the spotted at least one of the 
x .<> ' " x \,\ „u "M.'a^.- O'MT ~ "ses I •> ^ ! .'^i* \,i.iMv 5.,1't.s! »j et 
presenting prompt messages related to the user In various hierarchical prompt levels. The 
teachings in this portion of Beyda et al. arc essentially similar to what is discussed above 
wherein the user may be able to skip to a different prompt level or to a different prompt by 
selecting a key. for example, the // key or the * key while at a particular prompt. Again. 
Beyda ct al. teach an alternative approach where the user may speak ''next" to jump to the 
next prompt. There Is no discussion in this portion or Beyda ct al. related to task 
classification or a task classifier that makes any kind of classification decision based at least 
partly on the spotted at least one of the plurality of meaningful phrases. Another reason this 



is not taught in *his portion of the reference is that ihe reference merely teaches acting on the 
received input. For example, if the user I? listening to a current prompt &t 204 A and says the 
word "next" then ihe system jumps from prompt .?0<IA to prompt 20*1 B. Absent frovn this 
approach thai is taught In Beyda et ai. 55 any reference to classification decision*. Rather the 
approach taaght is 10 receive a simple command input related to navigating prompts and 
simply acting upon that without any intermediate processing thai appears to be associated 
with any kind of classification decision. 

Accordingly. Applicant respectfully .submits that Beyda et ah fall to teach any nfthe 
limitations found in claim 1 as is discussed shove. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
submits that claim I is patentable and in condition for allowance. Claims 2, 3 and 7 each 
depend from claim I and recite further limitations therefrom. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits thai these claims are patentable as well. 

Applicant also notes that each dependent chum is independently patentable. For 
example, claim 2 teaches wherein the meaningful phrases are expressed in a multimodal 
form. As discussed above. Beyda et al. limit their teachings cither to Input that is either 
keyed or speech. Accordingly, they do not reach meaningful phrases that are expressed in a 
multimodal form. Claim 3 depends from claim 2 and recites wherein the multimodal form 
includes input from at least one channel which is not taught or suggested In the reference. 
Claims 9 and 10 each depend (row> claim 1 and recite tuvih&r limitations therefrom. 
Accordingly, these claims are patentable as well. 

C laim 1 1 depends from claim 9 which depends from claim i and recites farther 
limitations with respect to a dialog module that prompts the user to provide a feedback 
isp \ 1 i l ^mff-w k> e \ ' > v N i cP, 

determined in the classification decision. The Office Action asserts that Beyda ct ai. teach 

s s -> i« 1 > u e ipph ti jc^ \. ' n i u<. „<l-, ^ ^ v i nd 

submits that as discussed above there is nothing with respect to a classification decision 



taught in these portions of the reference and Applicant further submits that there k. nothing 
that is taught including a confirmation with respeci to at least on? of the task objectives that is 
taught in the reierenee. Accordingly, claim I ; is patentable. 

Claim 12 depends from claim I and recites wherein the task classifier routes the input 
communication based on the classification decision, '['he Office Action on pages 3 and 4 
cites the same portions of Beyda et al, to reject this claim. Applicant respectfully submits 
that there is no teaching in the reference regarding routing the input communication based on 

iO v v \v sv I a the i\ a,b - <ee >. s- -sv. i ft, *o;\ 

teachings of Beyda et ai. Is input relating to navigating through a menu system using input 
such as inputting via a keypad *j or inputting via speech navigation information such as 
"down r. There: is no teaching that the input (*J) is being routed any place. Rather, Beyda 
ct al. simply teach that that input is acted upon. Accordingly, claim 12 is patentable. Claim 
i 3 depends front claim 12 and further recites that the task objective k performed after the 
input communication is routed by the task classifier. Again, Applicant respectfully submits 
that this is not taught in the reference inasmuch as there is no routing of the inpur. 
co> c c o . e< >. : 's*^ > > e^sv.. ; t jji t K p" otrn a J e- tit* s sox cor m^ vat o s 
routed w ithin the teachings of the prior art. 

Claim 1;> depends from claim I and recites further limitations therefrom and Is 
therefore patentable. Claim 1 6 depends from claim 1 and reviks wherein the classification 
decision and the corresponding input communication of the user are collected by the system 
for automated learning purposes. Applicant respectfully .submits thai the same portions of 
Beyda ct al. are cited to reject this claim . Applicant respectfully submits that there is no 
reference to automated learning purposes within the portions cited by the Kxaminer. 

The Office Action on page 4 asserts that claim 17 is taught in Beyda et ai. and notes 
,vx ^ pcrso-r- \; ,i v actio-! l i! r J usef. . H«"ne\£ , c an^ I " recite o herc : r 're as->^.. t»>>\ 
between the plurality of meaningful phrases and the predetermined set oflask objectives is 



based ai leas! partly on a measure of usefulness or one of the plurality of meaningful phrases 
io a iipecifkd one of the predetermine*) lask objectives. While performing the action may be 
100% useful Applicant respectfully submits that the limitation of claim 1 7 requ ires- a 

v ^ns om^P v.' rlit al«t\ o* i' « ~i i t-ti. si o < o t >. 

predetermined task objectives. Such measurement is nor taught or suggested In the reference. 
Carrying oui the Instructions on which prompt level 2 proceed to is simply carried our in 
Beula et al. Accordingly, claim 1 7 is patentable and in condition for allowance. Claim IS 
depends from claim 17 arid recij.es wherein the usefulness measure is a salience measure. 
Such feature is simply not taught or suggested in column 7 or column 8 or Beyda et as. 

Claim 19 depends from claim 18 and further defines me salience measure and how It 
is represented as a conditional probability of the task objective being requested given the 
appearance of one of the plurality of meaningful phrases in the input communication and 
wherein the conditional probability is the highest value in a distribution of conditional 
probabilities over the set of predetermined task objectives. Again, the Office Action on page 
5 asserts thai when a phrase is understood it is 100% probable of the task objective being 
performed of one of many task objectives. However. Applicant traverses this analysis and 
respectfully submits that there is no measurement taught in Beyda et al. and thus the salience 
measure in claim .1 v is not taught or suggested in the reference. 

Claim 20 also references the salience measure and accordingly is patentable as welt. 
Claim 2; depends from claim I and recites wherein the association between the meaningful 
phrases and the predetermined task objectives h based at least partly on a measure of 
commonality with a language of the meaningful phrases. This feature is not taught or 
suggested in the reference. The Office Action asserts that there Is 100% commonality in 
Beyda Is English language. However, again there is .no teaching or suggestion of making a 
measurement of commonality within the language of the meaningful phrases. Accordingly, 
inasmuch as Beyda et al. teach carrying out the necessary actio-; when it receives Input such 



eUari .o \cc-'-ain^)>, cLiJj-: : i is pok'saaHc. t. 22 a no" W-aeU Jcp.-ro from cusim r. 
«!iJ ;arr:x" cf^ei^s the ms.as.urs of ^onimonaiin a am-aa; infon.-iati-).'! :-i>„asyte ex-- ceding a 
p:e<k-uri^!ni\: ihresis.-U fhcse ivMtusv-: arc not tau^a or Mi^estoo; ir* the pno- art r^crejsco 
jac. aerokfo-s-s, these clumia art p<.ae>naNe as v-dS OLan 24 oepcneS" K>ir ci.iw i o:k> 
rtv/os th.it me LiA eias-hlcr make*, tfx- Ja^HW-ai-rj d^Ki<"i oo-ng a eomU.-nce kai^K-m 
I he vpfFcs, Uuon aok,-- mat ifiho ->&te5)-i not o<^i^de^i h rot pen' -rm the auloi;, 
iko^o\e;\ sV^>b e- a fe.kh oetaig mi the input and ?m>\ioe no dumb rcaasdmii a uoaudcaec 
funeno i of penorrrong an> ana!} sis on the tonfiuer-ec furj-.ibn. rurtlicrm^rv. as J^-u^d 
ar>o\-x. ttvro sv Ji^euo^-n hi me fcfexuiee rei/aromis; oias-a*!-, cmon decision 
Wo <. o ^ s ,. < e " J r eienvov ana m condi* > u o e al o^asvt. 

< ! oo-s raoites J hoi the mp*;t oom-;iumcadea frum the aser rat-reseat- re^uesi fo- 
■i! k\ia§ o!K- » f liu ^ct of predciermh^d ia.sk objemnes On pagt. f- e*'the O^ve \cison. lls-orc 
^ ! w . o < < 1 o'Htuie a, s - s j\ a ,. „aOi *h - , oi *at of 
►Ve WancK . ^a-m^uch as the Office Action ;s .sdem -a ihs? isv^j. vppll^ju re^poo'muk 
auburn-; ii:o»i ebim 2f is pakastaofe arm' in eondhk>r. k r ui!cn\ane<.. Claim .76 appends nmn 
dam; s aae ro>.a><- um her hnuta-ton;. therefrom, \pphcam respeoUuih submits ?kn LhM 
esaan is r\Ueaua-le a^ v>ci[ x Inn) 2~ depends {ton- e : aim 1 ,o; ; J reoitc.s tha* eoxh of the 
\i.rha' mpm a no $he ,aoa-vorba! as put a;c- direetec b< oae the orprcdeterpane-t u.-k 
obfectisto ar.C each of the vcibfJ asui ri<>?s-\erh&i i-pat ; s ladled s\ifh i^c ;at k o^iccf \e a- 
vhiek So Oaoe^oO \pp lioani respect iuJIy ^uhmit^ ;iwt ni» is ». ScarK :\>i raadit m the p:io' 
an ,m-,l a- oof ji 5 ^b omIt 2? i> patouible. 

'^..^ a" auk hil. I*. Mit^^aa^ t < f o t e- 'Ox. ^ ".'^"^ 
s =>s a ,s\ out. * ^at fs at<.s the u Li tctj sas r > Jar \s porto.o r oas. o v o''iho 
. s" * e„ ^sOi-i,0 « tPs v is\ I l if ior Jo>.«s J'i O L.O \<. ! l ii C v. }u sOii. 
- s v . \ " j o ^cvJ. o A a^v,K .atbvso t r Mv^ ^pp \ - 
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respectfully traverses this rejection and submits that based on the discussion above- that by ,5 
preponderance of the evidence it is dear that Beyda et ah fail to teach these tenures. 
Applicant further submits that claim 28 recites a task router that routes the user's request in 
order to perform at least one ef the task objectives based on the classification decision. This 
feature is nut taught in the reference inasmuch as they merely teach navigating prompts in a 
menu system and wherein the input is merely used to jump to another prompt. There is no 
discussion of routing a user's request in order to perform at least one of the task objectives. 
lv v. _ ^s.a *\, >u!i h M.hniA p ! < 2 p^'U^i ^ i * 
allowance. Claims 29. 30. 34. 36-40, 42-54 each depend from claim 28 and recite further 
limitations therefrom. The i imitations related to these claims have been discussed above. 
Accordingly. Applicant respectfully submits that these claims are patentable for the same 
reasons as their corresponding claims above. Claim 56 depends from claim 1 and further 
recites an interpretation module configured to apply a confidence function based on a 
probabilistic relation benveen the spotted at least one of the plurality of meaningful phrases 
and the input communication of the user and at least one of the predetermined task objective 
wherein the task classifier makes the classification decision based in part on a results of the 
aor e ^ \e >^ nrv o<~ " - s Minpo no t or v ,*e m trc ,e,eu\<\> ^ ann 
5? depends from claim 28 and recites a similar limitation. There is no rejection of claim 5? 
in the Office Action. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully subsoils that claim 5? is patentable 
as well. 
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CONCLUSION 

i-iavh^ yuurcss^d vtU jc:Ovtt-n^ and objc. tv"s. App r.o 'i ro^e, ti-' h jsih uto i ^5 tlv 
subject, app!k:,uior ^ ; ; ; v.vttj; ion ■ ^ uU>n\ance ?sJ a Noiu-e ;o th a t^Yec 4 h oa-"\ v'^ 
solicited. If neooj^ap , tho C onn- is-iotici lor P^o;s ,\ /hon w to t has < <. 4 v. j K 1 w 
Office ofThitum M. tsaaooa. LLC. Acwuni N«» 50-2<*6(f s- - a»n 0V'"ci> v : Oi 

R espectfu Uy subm i { ted . 



v >,\\ iK ; v ^Ju Thomas M Isaacson 

<v \ N Attorney for Applicant 

v j, > >^ Res. No. U.Kms 
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